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EXECUTIVE SUMMARYEXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Washington County, in the southwestern corner of Utah, is located on Interstate 15 between Salt
Lake City (320 miles to the north) and Las Vegas, Nevada (125 miles to the south). This is one of
the nation's fastest growing counties, with new residents attracted to the scenic red rock areas
directly north of St. George and Washington City, home of the highest density of Mojave desert
tortoises in the United States. To allow continued development while complying with the
requirements of the Endangered Species Act (Act), Washington County is applying to the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for a Section 10(a)(1)(B) Incidental Take Permit for Mojave desert
tortoise, a Federally listed species.

The current status of desert tortoise habitat in Washington County is presented in Table ES1. None
of these lands are specifically managed for desert tortoise, and their fragmentation creates non-
contiguous habitat blocks. While Section 9 enforcement provisions of the Act apply to all State and
private lands, and Section 7 consultation provisions apply to all Federal undertakings,

Table ES1. Current Desert Tortoise Habitat and Land Ownership.

Desert Tortoise Density Classification®

Ownership Low Medium High Total
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Private/Municipal 11,521 1,704 5,828 19,053
State School Trust® 12,511 3,137 4,472 20,120
BLM 72,139 1,975 4,195 78,359
Zion National Park 2 0 0 2
Dixie National Forest 83 0 0 83
Paiute Indian Tribal Lands 2,521 2 47 2,570
Snow Canyon State Park 2,603 0 151 2,754
Total 101,380 6,818 14,693 122,891

The classification of density is based upon transect field studies which the Washington County Commission believes
includes large areas with no actual desert tortoise involvement and no constituent habitat. The Commission is
willing, however, to use these classifications—although they believe them to be erroneous and/or unsubstantiated—in
order to facilitate creation of a reserve that will benefit many species.

212 acres of State School Trust lands are within the Paiute Indian Tribal Lands.

desert tortoise habitat in Washington County is becoming increasingly fragmented due to urban
development. If current trends continue, it may be difficult for the USFWS to adequately protect the
species and its habitat, as few or no proactive actions would likely be implemented as a result of
Section 7 consultations or Section 9 enforcement measures.

Vi



Washington County has prepared this Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) anticipating that it will
provide a comprehensive approach to preserving and protecting Mojave desert tortoise habitat in
Washington County, while at the same time allowing controlled growth and development in those
portions of desert tortoise habitat which are less essential to the species. This HCP is part of
Washington County's application for an incidental take permit for 1,169 animals and 12,264 acres of
desert tortoise habitat and 31,282 acres of potential habitat (geographically isolated areas with no
documented desert tortoise sign).

A Steering Committee was established in 1990 which included representatives from government
agencies, livestock interests, environmental organizations, recreation interests, land developers, and
landowners to formulate this HCP. The Steering Committee was charged with creating a plan which
allows development in certain areas of desert tortoise habitat while increasing the likelihood of
recovery of the listed species.

The HCP proposes the establishment of a wildlife reserve of 61,022 acres, including 38,787 acres of
Mojave desert tortoise habitat. This reserve extends from the Paiute Indian Tribal Lands on the west
to the City of Hurricane on the east. Within this area, uses will be carefully controlled and all
management actions will place the desert tortoise as the highest priority. Outside the reserve,
development of desert tortoise habitat will be allowed in designated take areas. Federal habitat areas
outside of the proposed reserve will be subject to Section 7 consultations with the USFWS. A
summary of the status of the disposition of the desert tortoise habitat following HCP implementation
is provided in Table ES2. The reserve also provides habitat for numerous Federal candidate and
State sensitive species.

Table ES2. Summary of Disposition of Desert Tortoise Habitat Following HCP
Implementation.

Desert Tortoise Density Classification®

Low Medium High

(acres) (acres) (acres)

Reserve 20,447 5,437 12,903
Non-Take 71,597 65 177
Incidental Take 9,336 1,316 1,612
Total 101,380 6,818 14,692

The classification of density is based upon transect field studies which the Washington County Commission believes
includes large areas with no actual desert tortoise involvement and no constituent habitat. The Commission is
willing, however, to use these classifications, although believed to be erroneous and/or unsubstantiated, in order to
facilitate creation of a reserve that will benefit many species.
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The plan will be funded by collection of county-wide fees for building permits and land clearing.
Acquisition of habitat, fencing, enforcement, education, and removal of competing uses will
comprise the mitigation for the proposed take. The HCP creates an ongoing administration for the
purpose of minimizing, mitigating, and monitoring impacts on the desert tortoise, as well as a
framework for working with candidate and sensitive species which may be listed in the future.

This document details the impacts of the proposed take and how it will be monitored, minimized,
and mitigated. It also catalogs State sensitive and Federal candidate species within the County and
describes alternatives, ranging from total preservation to unlimited development, considered during
the development of the HCP. The plan enhances the survival of the desert tortoise and other species,
while providing for continued community development. The Steering Committee believes that this
plan represents the best possible compromise to an extremely difficult problem.
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CHAPTER 1.0
INTRODUCTIONCHAPTER 1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 THE NEED FOR AN HCP IN WASHINGTON COUNTY.1 THE NEED FOR AN
HCP IN WASHINGTON COUNTY

Washington County, one of the fastest growing retirement and recreational areas in the nation, is the
fastest growing county in the State of Utah. From 1980 to 1990, the population of the County
increased 86 percent from 26,125 to 48,560 (Washington County Water Conservancy District 1991).
Three growth projections have been made for the population of the County by the year 2010. The
first, by the State of Utah, projects a population of 101,400, an increase of 109 percent. The second,
by the Five County Association of Governments, projects a population of 80,543, an increase of 66
percent. The third is by the Washington County Water Conservancy District which forecasts a
population of 138,692, an increase of 186 percent.

The County also contains habitat for nine species which are listed as threatened or endangered
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act). These nine species are listed in Table 1.1.

Common Name Scientific Name Category
Mojave Desert Tortoise Gopherus agassizii Threatened
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Threatened
Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus Endangered
Mexican Spotted Owl Strix occidentalis lucida Threatened
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher  Empidonax traillii extimus Endangered
Woundfin Minnow Plagopterus argentissimus Endangered
Virgin River Chub Gila robusta seminuda Endangered
Dwarf Bear-Claw Poppy Arctomecon humilis Endangered
Siler Pincushion Cactus Pediocactus sileri Threatened

Conflicts have arisen between growth and development of particular areas in the County and
protection afforded the Mojave desert tortoise under the Act. To provide a comprehensive solution
to these conflicts, and to provide greater protection for the desert tortoise, Washington County
assembled a Steering Committee to develop a comprehensive Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and
obtain a Section 10(a)(1)(B) Incidental Take Permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). An incidental take permit is authorization under Section 10(a) of the Act to allow for
"take" of a species listed under the Act. As defined in the ESA, “take” means to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, Kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct
with regard to federally listed species. The term “harm” is further defined to include activities that
would modify or degrade habitat in a way that significantly impairs essential behavior patterns. The
HCP process is designed to allow for take of species listed under the Act as long as the species is



protected, habitat is conserved, and the permitted incidental take will not jeopardize the ultimate
survival of the species. Further, the take permit applicants must demonstrate that they have
minimized, mitigated, and monitored the proposed take to the maximum extent practicable.

This HCP is seeking an incidental take permit only for the Mojave desert tortoise. No take is being
considered for the bald eagle, peregrine falcon, spotted owl, southwestern willow flycatcher,
woundfin, or Virgin River chub, and take permits are not required for plant species on non-Federal
lands. However, all nine Federally listed species are being addressed in this document, as well as all
current Federal candidate and State sensitive species.

1.2 PLAN AREA AND PROPOSED ACTIVITIES.2 PLAN AREA AND PROPOSED
ACTIVITIES

To provide a comprehensive analysis, the Steering Committee directed that the HCP planning area
include all of Washington County as presented in Figure 1.1. This area includes habitat for all nine
threatened and endangered species. Land ownership in Washington County is predominantly
Federal as depicted in Table 1.2.

Land Status Acres Percent
Federal 1,176,289 76%
State 94,747 6%
Private/Other 280,964 18%

Total 1,552,000 100%

Proposed activities identified in Washington County needing an incidental take permit include those
associated with growth and development, as well as mining, farming, road building, and utility
corridors. A comprehensive list of permitted activities is presented in Chapter 6.

The permit length is proposed to be 20 years, from 1994 to 2014. This HCP is open for amendment,
if the amendments do not violate the spirit or compromise the integrity of this HCP.

1.3 THE HCP PLANNING PROCESS.3 THE HCP PLANNING PROCESS

Washington County initiated its HCP planning process in late 1990 with the formation of a
committee to evaluate various options and recommend a course of action to the Washington County
Commission. This committee concluded that it would be in the best interest of the County and its
citizens to proceed with development of an HCP and to obtain a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit.



Figure 1.1. Washington County Desert Tortoise Habitat

[REPLACE THIS PAGE WITH COLOR FIGURE]



blank page for color figure please pull out



In January 1991, Washington County organized an HCP Steering Committee, with representation as
presented in Table 1.3. Scott Hirschi served as chairman and facilitator of the Steering Committee.
Washington County was selected as the permit applicant as it was the logical entity for a county-
wide HCP. The Steering Committee assumed responsibility for deciding the content of and making
the decisions for the HCP. A technical consultant was retained to fulfill the tasks of conducting
biological inventories, developing a computerized database of land ownership and reserve
boundaries, and preparing the HCP and accompanying NEPA documents.

It was a challenge for the Steering Committee to include all those with an interest in the HCP
process while keeping the number of participants at a manageable level. Washington County
attempted to balance conflicting objectives by establishing a 15-member Steering Committee.
Representation included all levels of government, including the Bureau of Land Management Dixie
Resource Area Office, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Washington County, the local
Water Conservancy District, and the incorporated cities within the County. Environmental groups
were represented by the Nature Conservancy and Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance/Humane
Society of the United States. Grazing, recreation, and real estate/development interests, as well as
Federal Congressional representatives, were included on the Steering Committee. Because large
areas of school and other institutional trust lands are populated by the desert tortoise, the Utah
Division of State Lands and Forestry, as Trustee, also served on the Steering Committee. This wide
array of interests provided the Steering Committee with all possible viewpoints for a thorough
evaluation of planning considerations. The USFWS was also included as a non-voting member of
the Committee to help guide the Steering Committee through the consensus-making and HCP
approval processes.

Initially, the Steering Committee formed three subcommittees. The funding committee, chaired by
Ron Thompson, was charged with obtaining the necessary funding for the development of the HCP.
The Technical Advisory Committee, chaired by the BLM representative, was charged with
determining the quality and adequacy of the existing biological information, deciding what
additional biological information needed to be collected, and evaluating the quality of the new
information. The education committee, chaired by Milo McCowan, was charged with developing
and disseminating a brochure and video about the HCP. The Steering Committee also solicited
proposals and selected a consultant to assist in the biological studies and preparation of the HCP.

1.3.1 Funding Committee

Funding for the development of the Washington County HCP was contributed by a variety of
sources (see Table 1.4). Funds previously earmarked for implementation of the HCP come from
compensation paid by Kern River Pipeline and Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems
(UAMPS) for impacts to desert tortoise habitat.



Chairman:

Mr. Steve Snow Snow, Nuffer, Engstrom, & Drake
Previous Chairman:
Mr. Scott Hirschi Washington County Commissioner

Voting Members:

Mr. Scott Belfit Bureau of Land Management

Mr. Christopher Blake Washington County Mayor's Association

Mr. Duane Blake Washington County Cattlemen's Association

Mr. Jim Doyle Rocky Mountain Ventures

Mr. Russell Gallian Washington County Commission

Mr. Steve Johnson Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance/Humane Society of
the United States

Mr. Milo McCowan Development

Mr. Chris Montague The Nature Conservancy

Mr. Ted Stewart Utah Department of Natural Resources

Mr. Ron Thompson Washington County Water Conservancy District

Non-Voting Members:

Mr. Rick Arial Congressman Jim Hansen
Mr. Darin Bird Senator Robert Bennett
Ms. Jeannine Holt Senator Orrin Hatch
and Senator Jake Garn (term ended 12/92)
Mr. Robert Williams U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Executive Assistants:

Ms. Georgette Kent
Ms. Linda Sappington

Others who served on the committee were:

Ms. Bette Arial Congressman Jim Hansen/BLM

Mr. Robert Benton U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Mr. Mike Coffeen Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Mr. Bob Douglas Bureau of Land Management

Mr. Rick Fridell Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Mr. Doug McKnight Recreation

Mr. John Payne Bureau of Land Management

Ms. Debbie Pietrzak Bureau of Land Management

Mr. Ed Storey Utah Division of State Lands and Forestry
Ms. Marilet Zablan U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service




Source Amount
State of Utah:
Land Grant Maintenance $50,000.00
General Funds 21,000.00
Community Impact Board 200,000.00*
Washington County: 52,000.00
Cities:
Hurricane 3,871.00
Enterprise 920.00
Leeds 164.00
Rockville 181.00
Santa Clara 2,281.00
Springdale 309.00
Toquerville 488.00
Washington 4,171.00
Virgin 217.00
St. George 27,913.00
Ivins ($1,179.00)° 00.00
LaVerkin 1,740.00
Hildale ($969.00)° 00.00
New Harmony ($102.00)? 00.00
Washington County Water Conservancy District 5,000.00
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 70,000.00
The Nature Conservancy 1,000.00
Washington County Cattlemen 500.00
R.C. Tolman Development 300.00
Jim Doyle 140,000.00
Kern River Gas (Incl. 1991 Interest) 174,424.00
Washington County Realtors 4,143.00
Subtotal
760,622.00
1991 Interest 5,089.00
Total $765,711.00

! Grant to the Water District from the Community Impact Board for HCP development.

2 Amount pledged.



1.3.2 Technical Advisory Committee

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) initially reviewed the existing biological data for
Washington County and determined there was insufficient information upon which to make sound
biological judgments for the HCP. As a result, over 920 new one-mile transects were surveyed in
the County in order to better define desert tortoise habitat boundaries and densities. Combined with
existing transect data from the BLM and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), a
density classification and distribution map of the County was prepared. This map was modified by
the TAC using soil types, physical geographic features, and vegetative communities. By basing the
map on these data, the map depicts desert tortoise distribution and habitat quality in the County with
sufficient accuracy for planning purposes. For the Siler pincushion cactus and dwarf bear-claw
poppy, approximately 100 one-mile transects were surveyed to better define habitat boundaries. The
TAC determined that existing information on the other six listed species was sufficient and no
further studies were warranted for the purposes of this HCP.

1.3.3 Education Committee

The education committee prepared a brochure about the HCP process and the Act which was widely
circulated throughout the County, targeting school children in grades 6-12. One hundred copies of a
20-minute video were also prepared and distributed throughout the County and State, as well as to
the media, in order to increase public understanding of the Act and its impact on Washington
County.

1.3.4 Technical Consultant

Through a competitive process, SWCA, Inc. Environmental Consultants of Flagstaff, Arizona, was
selected to conduct biological surveys of transects under the direction of the TAC. The Steering
Committee decided to retain SWCA to serve as its technical staff in developing the HCP.

1.3.5 Submission of the December 1992 HCP and USFWS Response

Through almost 30 meetings of the Steering Committee, an HCP was developed and submitted to the
USFWS on December 16, 1992. This HCP had a proposed reserve of approximately 27,000 acres
and a request for incidental take on approximately 12,000 acres of private and State land. Mitigation
measures included reserve acquisition through land exchange, fencing, law enforcement, and
acquisition of grazing permits. Although the HCP Steering Committee voted unanimously to submit
the HCP to the USFWS, and the plan represented a balance of the interests, it did not receive the
unanimous endorsement of the Steering Committee.

In March 1993, the USFWS expressed significant concern with the HCP submitted and suggested
that the Steering Committee go back to the drawing board and create a larger reserve with increased
mitigation. It was suggested that the Steering Committee refer to the recently released Draft Desert
Tortoise Recovery Plan (DDTRP) (USFWS 1993c) and utilize the TAC's biological expertise in a
more productive way. The USFWS also suggested that Land and Water Conservation Fund



(L&WCF) monies might be available to fund additional habitat acquisition.
1.3.6 Development of the Revised Washington County HCP

The Steering Committee worked closely with the USFWS through the remainder of 1993 and early
1994 to create an HCP which provided greater protection to the Mojave desert tortoise as well as the
other listed and candidate species. During this time, Chairman Hirschi accepted the position of
Director of the Division of State Lands and Forestry, and the Steering Committee selected attorney
Steve Snow to become Chairman. Numerous subcommittees were established, including ones for
fencing, translocation, monitoring, grazing, budget, implementation, boundaries, interlocal
agreements, and land exchange. This document represents the combined efforts of the entire
Steering Committee.

1.4  COORDINATION WITH THE DESERT TORTOISE RECOVERY PLAN.4
COORDINATION WITH THE DESERT TORTOISE RECOVERY PLAN (DTRP)

The Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan (DTRP) identifies six recovery units throughout the range of the
Mojave desert tortoise, and two of these units are represented in Utah (USFWS 1994). Within each
recovery unit, individual reserves are identified as Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMAS).
The Beaver Dam Slope population is identified as a DWMA in the Northeastern Mojave Recovery
Unit, and the Upper Virgin River DWMA is identified as the only DWMA within the Upper Virgin
River Recovery Unit. All the desert tortoise habitat discussed for reserve and non-reserve within
this HCP is part of the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit. The Beaver Dam Slope, while identified
in this HCP as desert tortoise habitat within Washington County, is not considered for a change in
reserve status or for incidental take in this HCP. The Steering Committee has included, to the best
of their ability, all of the DTRP's recommendations for this DWMA with the exception of closing
Skyline Drive.

Recovery Plans for the Siler pincushion cactus and dwarf bear-claw poppy, which call for the
development of a reserve, have been consulted. The Siler pincushion cactus was recommended for
downlisting to threatened by the USFWS in March of 1993 (USFWS 1993a). This change occurred
in September, 1995.

1.5 HCP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES.SHCP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goal of the Washington County HCP is to provide a mechanism to allow orderly growth and
development in Washington County without further jeopardizing the status of Federally listed or
candidate species, focusing on protection of the desert tortoise. In order to attain this goal, four
objectives have been established:

. Provide adequate protection for the desert tortoise by implementing aspects of the DTRP
through the creation and management of the Upper Virgin River Desert Wildlife
Management Area.

. Provide protection for other listed and candidate species and their habitats.



1.6

Meet the growth and development needs of the County.
Create a framework within the County to deal with current and future listed species.

PROPOSED PROGRAM.6PROPOSED PROGRAM

The HCP proposes a seven-pronged approach for habitat conservation in Washington County:

Place in Federal and State ownership and management a reserve including 38,787 acres of
Mojave desert tortoise habitat and an additional 22,235 acres as buffer and other species
habitat. This reserve would be bordered on the west by the Paiute Indian Tribal Lands; on
the north by the Dixie National Forest; on the east by the City of Hurricane; and on the
south by Skyline Drive, the northern portions of St. George and Washington City, and
Interstate 15. Currently, less than two-thirds of this area is under Federal management. Part
of the proposed reserve would be managed as an extension of Snow Canyon State Park.

Remove competing and other consumptive uses within the reserve which may potentially
adversely impact the Mojave desert tortoise and other Mojave Desert species. This includes
fencing the reserve to eliminate the need for a buffer outside of the proposed reserve.

Develop controls for minimizing take through county-wide ordinances, fees, environmental
education, and enforcement, and develop a translocation program to attempt to preserve
individuals which otherwise would be killed.

Seek Congressional support for establishment of a National Conservation Area (NCA) with
line-item management funding and establishment by year five of the plan.

Assist the BLM and Utah Department of Natural Resources (UDNR) in reserve management
until NCA status can be obtained.

Establish a monitoring program in the reserve to determine desert tortoise population trends.

Fund surveys and other actions to help gather information and identify and implement
actions to help other listed and candidate species.

These activities will serve as the primary mitigation for an estimated level of incidental take of
12,264 acres of primarily low-density habitat in the County. This proposed level of incidental
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take has been determined based on criteria including those areas likely to be developed within the
next 20 years and areas which could be developed without significantly impacting the desert
tortoise.

Although the total amount of desert tortoise habitat in the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit will be
reduced, the enhanced quality of the remaining habitat through removal of threats from development
and other sources should more than compensate for this loss. When combined with the proposed
mitigation, the proposed level of take should not adversely impact the Upper Virgin River Recovery
Unit population of the desert tortoise. On the contrary, it is expected that implementation of this
HCP should improve the quality of habitat and long-term survivability for the Mojave desert tortoise
in this Recovery Unit.

1.7 IS THE DESERT TORTOISE NATIVE TO THE ST. GEORGE AREA?.7 ISTHE
DESERT TORTOISE NATIVE TO THE ST. GEORGE AREA?

There is debate between long-time residents of Washington County and the scientific community
over the origin of the desert tortoise in Washington County. Many residents claim that no desert
tortoises existed in the area prior to their introduction by humans. Based on numerous reports of
scores of desert tortoises being brought to St. George, the Washington County Commission has
concluded that the populations of desert tortoise have been at least significantly enhanced by human
introduction. Scientists who have studied the region have argued that the occurrence of associated
species in the area (such as Gila monsters and sidewinders) and the diverse age structure of the
population make it likely that desert tortoises have been in this area for centuries. The TAC
reviewed the various opinions and concluded it would be impossible to prove the origin of desert
tortoises in the St. George area one way or the other. Whatever their origin, the desert tortoises in
Washington County belong to a Federally listed species. As required by Section 9, USFWS
considers the Washington County populations of desert tortoises protected under the Act. The
Washington County Commission recognizes the position of the USFWS and desires to cooperate in
the preservation of the desert tortoise.
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CHAPTER 2.0
BIOLOGICAL PROGRAMCHAPTER 2.0 BIOLOGICAL PROGRAM

The purpose of the HCP is to provide, to the maximum extent practicable, for the perpetual
protection of the Mojave desert tortoise in the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit and conserve other
listed, candidate, and sensitive species as much as possible, irrespective of the incidental take of the
desert tortoises authorized by the permit. Further, it must be shown that such take will not
jeopardize any of the other eight Federally listed species. To achieve this purpose, the HCP must be
founded on an adequate understanding of the ecology of these protected and candidate species and
the biological processes which affect the area as a whole. It is the opinion of the Steering
Committee and the TAC that the biological studies which have been used to develop this HCP
represent the best available information about the desert tortoise within Washington County.

2.1  SPECIES OF CONCERN.1SPECIES OF CONCERN

The Federally listed species in Washington County are the Mojave desert tortoise, bald eagle,
peregrine falcon, Mexican spotted owl, southwestern willow flycatcher, woundfin minnow, Virgin
River chub, dwarf bear-claw poppy, and Siler pincushion cactus.

2.1.1 Mojave Desert Tortoise

The species of primary concern is the Mojave desert tortoise due to its widespread distribution in
potential development areas. The Mojave desert tortoise is distributed throughout the southwestern
United States (see Figure 2.1). Desert tortoises exist in Washington County in areas where they can
find adequate food and protection from temperature extremes. Figure 1.1 presents the range of the
desert tortoise in Washington County and the relative densities of desert tortoise sign found. These
data were based on intensive biological studies undertaken in 1991 to assess habitat areas and
populations of the endangered, threatened, proposed threatened, and candidate species known to live
in Washington County. Field studies consisted of one-mile transect surveys on habitat considered
suitable or potentially suitable for the Mojave desert tortoise.

Results from approximately 1,000 of these transects were combined with UDWR and BLM field
data to create a map of desert tortoise sign, which included burrows, scat, carcasses, or specific
individuals. Areas of low, medium, and high tortoise density were then drawn around groups of
transects that reflected low, medium, or high quantities of desert tortoise sign. Because a high
correlation exists between the existence of desert tortoise sign and the presence of live desert
tortoises, this information provided the basis for determining the quality of desert tortoise habitat
and estimating population densities. Boundaries of these areas were then modified to reflect soil and
vegetation conditions. A map of desert tortoise density, using the best available information, was
produced and used in the HCP process. The amount of acreage, by desert tortoise density
classification and general landownership, as well as an estimated desert tortoise population, is
presented in Table 2.1,

Figure 2.1. Range of the Mojave Desert Tortoise

[REPLACE THIS PAGE WITH FIGURE]
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Desert tortoise Density Classification

Ownership Low Medium High Total

(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Private/Municipal 9,463 1,704 5,828 16,975
State School Trust* 5,212 3,137 4,472 12,821
BLM 14,552 1,975 4,195 20,722
Zion National Park 2 0 0 2
Dixie National Forest 83 0 0 83
Paiute Indian Tribal Lands 2,251 2 47 2,570
Snow Canyon State Park 2,603 0 151 2,754
Total 34,436 6,818 14,693 55,947
Classification Acreage Number of Animals
High Density 14,693 5,739
Medium Density 6,818 799
Low Density 34,436 1,345
Total 55,947 7,883

Range Average

High Density: 101-400/square mile 250 animals/square mile
Medium Density: 51-100/square mile 75 animals/square mile
Low Density: 0-50/square mile 25 animals/square mile

* 212 acres of State School Trust lands are within the Paiute Indian Tribal Lands.

Desert tortoise populations in Washington County were estimated by conducting an intensive study
of a one-mile plot near St. George in the summer of 1988. At the end of the summer, sign transects
were completed within that plot and a correlation was established between corrected sign density
and desert tortoise density. A multiplier was calculated to identify density per sign (in this case, 389
desert tortoises divided by 29.1 sign per one-mile transect equals 13.37 desert tortoises per square
mile for each sign encountered on a one-mile transect). This multiplier was then used to identify
areas of low density (1-50 desert tortoises per square mile), medium density (51-100 desert tortoises
per square mile), and high density (101-400 desert tortoises per square mile).

Much of the desert tortoise population throughout the range appears to be suffering from an upper
respiratory tract disease (URTD), causing their numbers in the Mojave Desert to decline so rapidly
as to have prompted their emergency listing as a threatened species by the USFWS. The spread of
this disease is suspected by some to be linked to pressures on the desert tortoise by human incursions
into desert tortoise habitat; however, there is debate within the scientific community as to the exact
nature of URTD and its origins or causes. Within or adjacent to populated areas of Washington
County, it is speculated that desert tortoise populations have declined due to road kills, predation by
dogs, and degradation of habitat, but the extent of URTD in Washington County remains unclear.
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Apparently one individual tortoise was documented with the disease by UDWR. Translocation
efforts provided by the HCP include examinations for URTD, which should generate the information
needed to understand how common this disease is in Washington County.

2.1.2 Bald Eagle

In Washington County, most observations of bald eagles are along the Virgin and Santa Clara Rivers
and bodies of water associated with these rivers. Special use areas include Quail Creek Reservair,
Hurricane sewer ponds, Baker Dam Reservoir, Sand Cove Reservoir, Gunlock Reservoir, Ivins
Reservoir, and Ash Creek Reservoir (BLM 1990; Jensen 1991). Foraging areas for the bald eagle
have been documented by wildlife management officials. An approved Recovery Plan exists for the
bald eagle.

2.1.3 Peregrine Falcon

Peregrine falcons are found in Washington County in Zion National Park, at Welcome Spring, near
the south end of the Beaver Dam Mountains, and at the Red Cliffs Recreation Area in the high cliffs
which provide nest and roost sites for the falcons (Jensen 1991). A Recovery Plan has been
approved for the peregrine falcon.

2.1.4 Mexican Spotted Owl

Eleven mating pairs and three individuals of Mexican spotted owls have been found in Zion National
Park, and sightings have been recorded from northeastern Washington County on BLM lands near
Zion National Park (pers. comm., S. Rinkevich [USFWS], 1992; pers. comm., R. Douglas [BLM],
1992). Surveys on the Dixie National Forest have yet to positively confirm any Mexican spotted
owls. A draft Recovery Plan for the Mexican spotted owl has been prepared and work is beginning
on a final plan; however, management guidelines have been issued by the USFWS (pers. comm., M.
Zablan [USFWS], 1992).

2.1.5 Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

The southwestern willow flycatcher was listed as endangered in March 1995. The species is also
considered a State sensitive species. The flycatcher is a small, brownish-olive bird with a pale olive
breast and a pale yellow belly, whose spring and summer range is the southwestern United States
(Unitt 1987). This species uses low to mid-elevation and stream habitats, generally nesting among
willow or reed thickets, but inhabiting forested, wetlands, and rangeland during other parts of the
year. Flycatchers feed primarily on insects, seeds, and berries. Their winter range is from southern
Mexico to Panama (Ehrlich et al. 1988). Southwestern willow flycatchers have been recorded along
the Virgin and Santa Clara Rivers. While habitat with vegetation similar to that in known breeding
areas exists along these rivers, no breeding populations or nests have been documented (pers.
comm., R. Fridell [UDWRY], 1992). However, summer records of this species imply the possibility
of breeding in the area.
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2.1.6  Woundfin and Virgin River Chub

The use areas of the woundfin and Virgin River chub are restricted to the Virgin River from
LaVerkin Springs to Lake Mead. Many in-depth surveys have been conducted concerning the
Virgin River fishes. Locations of known habitat for these species are presented in Figure 2.2. A
Recovery Plan for the Virgin River fishes has been prepared (USFWS 1995), and a Conservation
Agreement (UDWR/USFWS 1995) has been signed for the Virgin Spinedace.

2.1.7 Dwarf Bear-Claw Poppy and Siler Pincushion Cactus

Two plant species, one endangered and one threatened, also inhabit Washington County: the dwarf
bear-claw poppy and the Siler pincushion cactus. The known habitat of these plants, clay soils in the
Moenkopi Formation, lies south and west of St. George (Figure 2.2). Approximately 90 percent of
the habitat of the two species is on BLM and Utah State School Trust lands. These plants are
currently imperiled by off-highway vehicle (OHV) use. A transect study was carried out by Dr.
Avrthur Phillips, a botanist who aided in the preparation of the Recovery Plan for the Siler pincushion
cactus (Phillips et al. 1979). Information from this study correlates with previous USFWS studies
and surveys undertaken by BLM. Table 2.2 presents land ownership for all known locations within
Washington County for these two listed plant species.

Siler Dwarf Bear- Both
Ownership Cactus Claw Poppy Species Total
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Private 35 273 0 308
State 0 2,675 274 2,949
BLM 811 4,962 903 6,676
BIA 0 185 0 185
Totals 846 8,095 1,177 10,118

2.1.8 Candidate Species

Over 40 species occurring in Washington County are considered candidates for Federal listing and
many others are State sensitive. Six additional species are likely to be considered for listing in the
near future. These include the spotted bat, Shem milk-vetch, Holmgren milk-vetch, Bonneville
cutthroat trout (an introduced species), wet rock physa (also known as the Zion Canyon snail), and
Virgin Spinedace. The Virgin spinedace, a proposed threatened species, will be downlisted to a
candidate species pursuant to a Conservation Agreement with the Washington County Water District
and the State of Utah. None of these six species are known or thought to occur in the areas
identified for incidental take. While the shem milk-vetch, a Candidate 2 species recommended for a
Federal status change to Candidate 1, will not be affected by the HCP, it is of great concern as more
than 50% of its population has been destroyed in the past year. There are four remaining
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populations of shem milk-vetch in Washington County, all of them extremely small. None of the
populations fall within the proposed HCP reserve or take areas, and hence, will not be affected,
either adversely or beneficially, by the HCP. Some protection is offered to the two populations that
occur on BLM lands through Federal management strategies while the population on the Paiute
Tribal Lands and the one on State lands will receive no protection. Candidate and State sensitive
species are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 8.

In addition to the Mojave desert tortoise and the peregrine falcon, the following Federal candidate
and State sensitive species are expected to benefit from the creation and management of the
proposed reserve: Merriam's kangaroo rat, pygmy rabbit, ferruginous hawk, loggerhead shrike,
chuckwalla, Gila monster, Utah banded gecko, lyre snake, western blind snake, and sidewinder.

2.2  GUIDING PRINCIPLES.2 GUIDING PRINCIPLES

The application of habitat conservation strategies to the Washington County area, in concert with a
limited amount of development, will be guided by a broad set of conservation and planning
principles, defined herein. These principles are formulated to maximize the probability of this
HCP’s success in conserving threatened and endangered as well as candidate species of interest and
the overall ecological fabric of the County. Each specific conservation technique applied to the
areas affected by the HCP will be in accordance with these principles.

Preservation of existing ecological values is one of the foremost objectives of the HCP. The
ecological values to be preserved comprise all of the features of the HCP areas which result from
their unusual climate, varied topography, and relative freedom from urban development. These
values include the endangered, threatened, and candidate species of concern; the Mojave Desert
vegetation which provides food and cover for these and many other species; and the relatively
untrammeled areas which provide scenic splendor for Washington County inhabitants and visitors.
Since many areas have recently experienced the increasing effects of human activity, such as
livestock grazing, roads, OHV use, and other urban activities, the ecological value of the area has
been reduced from its “pristine™ condition. Nonetheless, since it is extremely difficult to
theoretically reconstruct what this ancestral condition would have been, and virtually impossible to
recreate it, a realistic and much more workable goal is to attempt to preserve the existing known
values of present-day Mojave Desert habitat in Washington County.
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Figure 2.2. Distribution of Threatened and Endangered Species in Washington County
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A second guiding principle is to preserve existing biodiversity. Part of the ecological value is the
multitude of species of animals, birds, fishes, and plants making the County their home. This
diversity is reflected in the very occurrence of the numerous species of special concern. Diversity is
also related to stability in ecological systems. The role of diversity in ecosystem stability is one of
the basic principles reflected in the Act itself. In a broad sense, part of the purpose of the
Washington County HCP is to reserve the stability of biological systems by offsetting a tendency
toward loss of diversity. Humans are part of the biological system and derive from it not only their
existence, but—in varying degrees—some quality of life as well. At times, this quality of life is
based on the mere knowledge that the natural community exists.

The principle of reliance on preservation (as opposed to manipulation or restoration) is also
important. Preservation of existing ecological conditions is preferable to attempting to recreate these
conditions after disturbance for several reasons. Preservation is less expensive than restoration.
Additionally, it is always uncertain whether a restoration or habitat enhancement effort will produce
the desired result or whether it will adversely affect another species. Preservation also maintains
areas which draw human visitors by maintaining aesthetic values. Enhancement of existing habitat
is justified in some areas, when it can be shown that the enhancement reverses past disturbance
and/or accelerates the rate of natural recovery from disturbance. Thus in reserved areas impacted by
grazing, roads, OHV trails and other disturbances, enhancement can improve the chances for a
species' survival in perpetuity. Habitat enhancement measures currently considered viable include
the fencing of desert tortoise reserve areas to allow for natural healing and revegetation. It also
includes the purchase and retirement of grazing permits to eliminate any potential adverse impact
from livestock, the restriction or elimination of other competing uses, and the creation of reserves
where protection of other Federally listed species is a primary management objective.
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CHAPTER 3.0
RESERVECHAPTER 3.0 RESERVE

3.1 INTRODUCTION.1 INTRODUCTION

The central element of this HCP is the creation of a Mojave Desert habitat reserve in Washington
County. This proposed reserve will be 61,022 acres in size and will be managed for the protection
of the Mojave desert tortoise and other listed, candidate, and sensitive species found in these same
habitat areas. The proposed reserve is consistent with that recommended in the DTRP, and its
boundaries have been drawn with generally accepted reserve design criteria (see Chapter 7 for an in-
depth analysis of the reserve boundaries against these criteria). The proposed boundaries of the
reserve are presented in Figure 3.1, and current land ownership and desert tortoise habitat within the
proposed reserve are enumerated in Table 3.1. This Chapter details the acquisition strategy for the
proposed reserve and identifies management strategies for each unit of the reserve and current
landowners.*

Desert tortoise Private/ School BL Snow Canyon Total

Density Municipal/ Trust State Park

Roads

(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
High 4,299 4,236 4,164 204 12,903
Medium 1,023 2,501 1,913 0 5,437
Low 1,727 3,357 12,621 2,742 20,447
None 622 844 19,336 1,433 22,235
Total 7,671 10,938 38,034 4,379 61,022

3.2 ACQUISITION STRATEGY.2ACQUISITION STRATEGY

As illustrated in Table 3.1, approximately two-thirds of the proposed reserve is under BLM or State
Park ownership. The remaining third comprises parcels currently under State or private ownership
that are needed to make the reserve contiguous and effective. Three acquisition strategies have been

! Pparcel data and land ownership information were obtained from a variety of sources, including

the Washington County Assessor's Office, the BLM, and the Division of State Lands and Forestry. While
every effort has been made to make the lists contained herein as accurate and as current as possible,
land ownership information is a dynamic process and the Washington County Commission does not
guarantee the accuracy of any of the land ownership information in this document.
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identified to facilitate the acquisition of these necessary private and State School Trust lands. Due to
the long time frame for their completion, all three have been initiated and are being pursued
simultaneously. Land will be acquired or exchanged upon the principle of a willing seller and
willing buyer. Landowners have been consulted throughout the
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HCP process and have been encouraged to participate in these land exchanges. Inthe event they do
not, the HCP will have no legal effect on their property and the HCP will place no restrictions on
land use within the reserve. However, such lands will not participate in the benefits and protections
inherent in an incidental take permit issued as a part of this HCP, and therefore the landowner will
be subject to the Section 9 enforcement provisions under the Act. For those landowners that do
participate, three acquisition processes will be used. These are briefly described below.

3.2.1 State School Trust-BLM Land Exchange

The Division of State Lands and Forestry (Division) has entered into an Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with the BLM to guide the exchange of lands within the proposed reserve
boundaries for BLM lands elsewhere in the State of Utah. Currently, the respective agencies have
prepared lists of desired properties and are completing appraisal instructions. It is possible that the
Division may desire to retain title to some lands within the reserve, and discussions are being held
between the agencies regarding conservation easements or other protective measures which could
achieve similar objectives to land exchange. State School Trust lands are also encumbered with
various leases and easements. Land acquisition is encouraged, but conservation easements for
fulfillment of the permit are acceptable if entered into in perpetuity or as long as such protection is
required by the ESA, whichever is less. Through the land exchange process conservation, easements
which are incompatible with reserve management objectives will have to be reconciled.

3.2.2 Private-BLM Land Exchange

Most of the larger private landowners within the proposed reserve have agreed to enter into a land
exchange with the BLM for lands elsewhere in the Southwest. Unlike the land exchange discussed
above, this private-BLM land exchange is envisioned as one large transaction. The HCP Steering
Committee has retained both real estate and legal consultants to facilitate the exchange. Currently
most of the private landowners within the proposed reserve boundaries have agreed to participate in
this acquisition program. Congressional, State and local government and environmental group
support has also been sought and received for this exchange.

3.2.3 Land and Water Conservation Fund

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) is a dedicated Federal trust fund whose monies
can be used for acquisition of private and municipal lands for outdoor recreation, wildlife habitat,
and threatened and endangered species preservation. The Steering Committee, in concert with the
BLM and USFWS, submitted a joint funding request for fiscal year 1995 for $7,000,000 for land
acquisition. The HCP budget includes a matching grant of $1,000,000 for land acquisition. To our
knowledge, this is the first matching grant ever proposed to the L&WCF. If the majority of the
lands can be acquired through land exchange, substantially less money from the fund would be
necessary. If, on the other hand, the private-BLM land
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Figure 3.1. Proposed Reserve Boundaries
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exchange were to prove unsuccessful, these monies would help to acquire some of the proposed
reserve. The fund probably would not be sufficient to acquire all the private parcels, and additional
requests to L&WCF would be made in subsequent years.

3.3 DESCRIPTION AND MANAGEMENT OF RESERVE ZONES.3 DESCRIPTION
AND MANAGEMENT OF RESERVE ZONES

The proposed reserve is divided into five zones based on management goals. These zones are
depicted in Figure 3.1. The five zones are described, parcel information is identified, and
management recommendations are illustrated in the following paragraphs, figures, and tables. Inall
management zones, free-roaming dogs or feral animals would not be allowed in any of the reserve
areas.

3.3.1 Zone 1: Paiute Indian Tribal Lands to lvins
3.3.1.1 Description

Zone 1 covers the area from the Paiute Indian Tribal Lands to Ivins, which is predominantly within
the incorporated boundaries of the Town of Ivins. This area entails approximately 6,146 acres of
land predominantly managed by the BLM. Figure 3.2 illustrates the general land ownership within
this zone, while Table 3.2 details the land ownership information.

3.3.1.2 Management

The management goal for Zone 1 is to allow for low-density development consistent with habitat
protection. Management of Zone 1 will be the responsibility of the Town of Ivins and where
applicable, BLM. Management of resources on BLM administered public lands not directly related
to desert tortoise objectives, including management of wilderness values on Red Mountain will
remain with BLM. Prescriptions on public lands must conform to Federal laws and regulations.
Management will primarily entail land use restrictions which have been developed to preserve and
enhance Mojave desert tortoise habitat. These restrictions will include the following:

. A maximum overall density of one unit per acre.

. Minimized surface disturbance during development.

. Retention of native vegetation and restrictions on exotic plant materials.
. Firefighting should be allowed.

. No grazing will be allowed in desert tortoise habitat.

The existing Kayenta Development in this area follows these restrictions and is a graphic example of
actual development which may co-exist with desert tortoises in this zone.
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Figure 3.2. Zone 1: Paiute Indian Tribal Lands to lvins
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Table 3.2. Parcel Information for Zone 1 of the Proposed Reserve.

Township Range  Section Parcel # Owner Acres
T.41S. R.16W. 06 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 413.19
T.41S. R.16W. 06 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 348.81
T.41S. R.16W. 07 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 668.44
T.41S. R.16W. 18 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 674.97
T.41S. R.16W. 19 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 662.10
T.41S. R.16W. 30 7276-A-NP  R.T. MARTIN 118.13
T.41S. R.16W. 30 7276-B-NP R.T. MARTIN 9.13
T.41S. R.16W. 30 7276-C-NP  R.C. & ARLEEN ANN TOLMAN 148.11
T.41S. R.16W. 30 7276-D ST. GEORGE & S.C. BENCH IRRIG. Co. 6.10
T.41S. R.16W. 30 7276-D-NP  IVINS TOWN INC. 3.73
T.41S. R.16W. 30 7276-E R.T. MARTIN 57.54
T.41S. R.16W. 30 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 240.28
T.41S. R.16W. 30 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 47.72
T.41S. R.16W. 31 7277-A WILLIAMS CARMA & ASSOCIATION INC. 5.76
T.41S. R.16W. 31 7278-N IVINS TOWN INC. 42.73
T.41S. R.16W. 31 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 38.77
T.41S. R.17W. 01 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 410.35
T.41S. R.17W. 01 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 334.78
T.41S. R.17W. 12 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 639.80
T.41S. R.17W. 13 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 633.90
T.41S. R.17W. 24 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 242.01
T.418S. R.17W. 24 KAYENTA TERRY MARTIN 400.57

3.3.2 Zone 2: lvins to Highway 18
3.3.2.1 Description

Zone 2 covers the area from lvins to Highway 18, which is predominantly within unincorporated
areas of the County as well as incorporated areas in the City of St. George. This area includes
10,372 acres, of which 4,326 are within Snow Canyon State Park and 3,787 are managed by the
BLM. Figure 3.3 illustrates the general land ownership within this Zone, while Table 3.3 details the
land ownership information.

3.3.2.2 Management

The management goal for Zone 2 is desert tortoise habitat protection and environmental education.
It is envisioned that private and State School Trust lands within Zone 2 would be acquired by the
BLM through exchange; however, it is the intention of the State, County, and cities that the
exchange legislation require the BLM to transfer the land to the UDNR for management as an
extension of Snow Canyon State Park and/or to support a regional education center. Mitigation
measures applicable to this zone will include land acquisition, fencing of Highway 18, law
enforcement, and environmental education. The following management regulations are
recommended for Zone 2:
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. Hiking, equestrian use, and hunting including other non-consumptive recreational activities
should be restricted to designated trails.

. The BLM should be requested to apply for mineral withdrawal for Federal minerals.

. Non-intrusive monitoring of desert tortoise population dynamics should be allowed.

. Maintenance of existing utilities including roads should be allowed.

. Speed restrictions on the Tuacahn Road should be enforced.

. Organized or competitive sporting or recreational events should not be allowed, although

guided or controlled tours to enhance education may be permissible.?

. Desert tortoise translocation should not be permitted except as authorized under approved
translocation projects.

. Existing governmental uses within Zone 2 may continue.
. Firefighting should be allowed.
. No grazing will be allowed in desert tortoise habitat.

The Education Committee, in searching for a location for the Education Center that is removed from
any tortoise populations, has discussed the southern part of Paradise Canyon as a tentative location.
Paradise Canyon has received attention as a potential site for the Education Center because the
County seriously committed to building the Center in this canyon as a result of multiple city
concurrence that the reserve be extended west of Hwy 18. This point was a major incentive to

An organized recreational activity is any scheduled event with a specific planned purpose. Those
organized recreational activities which conflict with the intended protection of the desert tortoise or, due to the
nature of the event, are unable to provide the degree of supervision necessary to prevent harm to desert tortoises or
prevent damage to habitat will not be permitted within the reserve area. The reserve manager will be the entity
authorized to determine the suitability of organized activities within the reserve area. Any entity denied permission
to use the reserve area can appeal the decision to the HCAC. The HCP recognizes the proposed Tuacahn project in
Zone 2, including use of the entrance road. The prohibition against organized recreational activities does not apply
to use on existing, improved roads within the reserve.
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making the reserve significantly larger in this general area and likely would not have happened
without the intent of an Education Center in Paradise Canyon.

Also, critical to the proposed establishment of a Center in Paradise Canyon is the exchange of this
privately-held property to the BLM. The property is largely owned by Amsco Windows. Any land
exchange realistically is one to three years away, assuming it occurs. Other sites that have also been
raised as alternatives include Snow Canyon State Park and Cottonwood Springs (at I-15 and Hwy 9
junction). At this time, it is uncertain where the Education Center will be built. The Education
Committee and the County strongly feel that the Center and its location be designed and built not
only in an ecologically acceptable manner, but that it not impact the reproduction or mortality of
tortoises which may be in close proximity. If an Education Center is established at one of the above
sites, it may be prudent not to designate such a site as a “drop-off” point for tortoises recovered by
the public on the basis that such animals could be diseased and might inadvertently infect nearby,
wild populations. The County is exploring establishing a “drop-off” point directly with a qualified
veterinarian.

Table 3.3. Parcel Information for Zone 2 of the Proposed Reserve.

Township Range  Section Parcel # Owner Acres
T.41S. R.16W. 04 SNOW SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 387.89
T.41S. R.16W. 05 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 399.41
T.41S. R.16W. 05 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 328.28
T.41S. R.16W. 08 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 644.92
T.41S. R.16W. 09 SNOW SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 635.23
T.41S. R.16W. 10 SNOW SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 293.68
T.41S. R.16W. 15 7257-A UTAH STATE PARK & RECREATION 14.27
T.41S. R.16W. 15 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 30.41
T.41S. R.16W. 15 SNOW SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 305.54
T.41S. R.16W. 16 SNOW SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 529.01
T.41S. R.16W. 16 STATE STATE OF UTAH 107.07
T.41S. R.16W. 17 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 646.44
T.41S. R.16W. 20 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 636.53
T.41S. R.16W. 21 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 318.95
T.41S. R.16W. 21 SNOW SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 318.17
T.41S. R.16W. 22 7259-C UTAH STATE PARK & RECREATION 420.92
T.41S. R.16W. 22 7259-NP UTAH STATE PARK & RECREATION 39.69
T.41S. R.16W. 22 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 6.96
T.41S. R.16W. 27 SNOW SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 397.82
T.41S. R.16W. 28 7275-NP UTAH STATE PARK & RECREATION 133.53
T.41S. R.16W. 28 7275-NP UTAH STATE PARK & RECREATION 342.80
T.41S. R.16W. 28 1-6-1-28-3000 HYRUM SMITH 46.38
T.41S. R.16W. 28 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 9.76
T.41S. R.16W. 29 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 649.68
T.41S. R.16W. 32 7279-TR UTAH STATE 319.22
T.41S. R.16W. 32 I-SB-19-A WESTON HAFEN FAMILY PRTNRSHP 0.95
T.41S. R.16W. 32 1-SB-19-A WESTON HAFEN FAMILY PRTNRSHP 0.58
T.41S. R.16W. 32 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 0.60
T.41S. R.16W. 33 7282-A-1 SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 2.33
T.41S. R.16W. 33 7282-A-1 SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 33.84
T.41S. R.16W. 33 7282-A-2 WOODRUFF D. & PENNIE SPROUL TR 33.45
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T.41S. R.16W. 33 7282-A-2 WOODRUFF D. & PENNIE SPROUL TR 46.71
T.41S. R.16W. 33 7282-A-3 THORLEY CATTLE COMPANY 80.15
T.41S. R.16W. 33 [-6-1-33-13001 CARROLL KUNTZ 82.46
T.41S. R.16W. 33 I-6-1-33-2401  ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY 1.38
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-3300 ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY 12.95
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-4000 HYRUM SMITH 36.70
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Table 3.3 (Continued)

Township Range Section Parcel #
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-4001
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-4200
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-4200
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-4202
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-4203
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-4204
T.41S. R.16W. 33 1-6-1-33-4400
T.41S. R.16W. 33 ROW

T.41S. R.16W. 33 ROW

T.41S. R.16W. 33 ROW

T.41S. R.16W. 34 7253-NP
T.41S. R.16W. 34 7253-NP
T.41S. R.16W. 34 7283

T.41S. R.16W. 34 7283-B

T.41S. R.16W. 34 7283-NP
T.41S. R.16W. 34 STATE

T.42S. R.16W. 01 BLM

T.42S. R.16W. 02 ROW

T.42S. R.16W. 02 SG-6-2-2-110
T.42S. R.16W. 02 SG-6-2-2-221
T.42S. R.16W. 03 7288-A

T.42S. R.16W. 03 BLM

T.42S. R.16W. 03 STATE

T.42S. R.16W. 03 STATE

T.42S. R.16W. 11 ROW

T.42S. R.16W. 11 ROW

T.42S. R.16W. 11 SG-6-2-11-110
T.42S. R.16W. 11 SG-6-2-11-220
T.42S. R.16W. 11 SG-6-2-11-312
T.42S. R.16W. 11 SG-6-2-11-313
T.42S. R.16W. 11 SG-6-2-11-410
T.42S. R.16W. 11 STATE

T.42S. R.16W. 12 BLM

T.42S. R.16W. 12 ROW

T.42S. R.16W. 12 STATE
T.42S. R.16W. 13 ROW

T.42S. R.16W. 13 STATE

T.42S. R.16W. 14 SG-6-2-11-110
T.42S. R.16W. 14 SG-6-2-14-111
T.42S. R.16W. 14 SG-6-2-14-112
T.42S. R.16W. 14 SG-6-2-14-411

Owner

ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY
ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY
ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY
ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY
ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY
ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY
ROBERT AND BEVERLEE MURRAY
HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW
HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW
HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW

UTAH STATE PARK & RECREATION
UTAH STATE PARK & RECREATION
SNOW CANYON STATE PARK
THORLEY CATTLE COMPANY
UTAH STATE PARKS & RECREATION
STATE OF UTAH

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW

STATE OF UTAH

AMSCO WINDOWS

A H GUBLER (HOLDINGS)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
STATE OF UTAH

STATE OF UTAH

HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW
HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW

AMSCO WINDOWS

SANTA FE LAND DEV CORP.
AMSCO WINDOWS

AMSCO WINDOWS

AMSCO WINDOWS

STATE OF UTAH

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW

STATE OF UTAH

HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW

STATE OF UTAH

AMSCO WINDOWS

AMSCO WINDOWS

SANTA FE LAND DEV CORP.
AMSCO WINDOWS

Acres
2.79
2.94

38.60
0.65
4.13
4.06
3.89
1.05
2.31
1.82

194.39
40.07
158.11

79.75

79.87

77.74

27.31
7.05

313.70
154.90

21.80
135.26
115.31

37.27
7.35
7.70

264.61

19.88
3.69

17.55

147.46
28.93
<0.01
7.70
2.70
4.25
8.80

20.93

14.21

14.26
3.92
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Figure 3.3. Zone 2: lvins to Highway 18

REPLACE WITH FIGURE
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3.3.3 Zone 3: Core Zone
3.3.3.1 Description

Zone 3 covers the area from Highway 18 on the west to Interstate 15 on the east. Table 3.4 presents
detailed land ownership information for Zone 3, and Figure 3.4 presents zone boundaries and
general ownership. This area entails 38,541 acres, of which 23,571 are managed by the BLM and
9,927 are managed by the Division of State Lands and Forestry.

3.3.3.2 Management

Zone 3 will be managed by the Dixie Resource Area of the BLM for the preservation and
enhancement of the Mojave desert tortoise. The BLM will prepare a management plan for this area.
Grazing permits will be acquired and retired on a willing buyer-willing seller basis.

Mitigation measures applicable to this zone include land acquisition; fencing Highway 18, Interstate
15, Skyline Drive, the area around North Washington City, and portions of the area around North St.
George; acquisition of grazing permits; law enforcement; HCP financial assistance to the BLM for
management purposes; and environmental education. The following management principles are
recommended for Zone 3:

. Hiking, equestrian, and camping should be restricted to designated areas.

. The BLM should be requested to apply for mineral withdrawal for Federal minerals.
. No organized or competitive sporting or recreational events should be allowed.

. Grazing permits should be acquired and retired.

. New utility development should be encouraged to be conducted during the winter

months when the desert tortoise is not active.

. Hunting should be restricted to big game or upland birds during official seasons.

. Existing governmental uses, such as the City of St. George's pistol range, the debris basin
behind City Creek dam, and Pioneer Park should be allowed to continue. Expansion of use
of Pioneer Park outside of the existing developed area will be subject to HCAC approval of a
desert tortoise management plan.

. Vehicles should be restricted to designated roads.

. Continuation of present activities associated with the Moroni Feeds Turkey Farm should be

permitted but new actions, which the reserve manager reasonably believes may harm the
desert tortoise, should not be allowed.
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Figure 3.4. Zone 3: Highway 18 to Interstate 15

REPLACE WITH FIGURE
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Table 3.4. Parcel Information for Zone 3 of the Proposed Reserve.

Township Range  Section Parcel #
T.41S. R.14W. 15 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 15 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 16 STATE
T.41S. R.14W. 17 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 18 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 19 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 20 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 21 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 22 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 22 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 23 4060-A
T.41S. R.14W. 23 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 26 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 27 4065-A
T.41S. R.14W. 27 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 28 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 29 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 30 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 31 STATE
T.41S. R.14W. 32 STATE
T.41S. R.14W. 33 STATE
T.41S. R.14W. 34 BLM
T.41S. R.14W. 34 ROW
T.41S. R.14W. 34 ROW
T.41S. R.15W. 13 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 14 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 15 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 16 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 16 STATE
T.41S. R.15W. 17 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 18 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 19 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 20 6206
T.41S. R.15W. 20 6210-B-NP
T.41S. R.15W. 20 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 21 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 22 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 23 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 24 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 25 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 26 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 26 STATE
T.41S. R.15W. 27 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 27 STATE
T.41S. R.15W. 28 6207
T.41S. R.15W. 28 BLM
T.41S. R.15W. 29 6206

Owner

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
STATE OF UTAH

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
STATE OF UTAH

STATE OF UTAH

STATE OF UTAH

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW
HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
STATE OF UTAH

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MORONI FEED CO.

NORMAN L. BLAKE

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
STATE OF UTAH

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
STATE OF UTAH

TOM/DORA, NORM&EILEEN, BLAKE

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MORONI FEED CO.

Acres
649.73
44.86
654.12
514.09
175.33
697.60
630.70
639.52
259.48
435.78
39.51
23.57
3.69
108.03
483.48
635.12
644.14
694.84
700.61
629.17
381.13
63.28
<0.01
0.01
480.33
639.38
652.60
331.73
344.14
656.63
664.39
664.84
10.71
70.45
557.94
640.78
636.10
642.75
638.03
628.90
484.18
158.10
472.35
160.96
119.11
520.19
88.85
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Table 3.4. (Continued)

Township Range  Section Parcel # Owner Acres
T.41S. R.15W. 29 6208 TOM/DORA, NORM&EILEEN, BLAKE 351.90
T.41S. R.15W. 29 6209-A TOM/DORA, NORM&EILEEN, BLAKE 59.99
T.41S. R.15W. 29 6210-A-NP TOM/DORA, NORM&EILEEN, BLAKE 83.67
T.41S. R.15W. 29 6210-B-NP  NORMAN L. BLAKE 10.14
T.41S. R.15W. 29 6210-B-NP  NORMAN L. BLAKE 7.75
T.41S. R.15W. 29 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 39.21
T.41S. R.15W. 30 6211 THOMAS & DORA BLAKE 0.07
T.41S. R.15W. 30 6211 THOMAS & DORA BLAKE 160.42
T.41S. R.15W. 30 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 158.71
T.41S. R.15W. 30 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 336.93
T.41S. R.15W. 30 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 11.26
T.41S. R.15W. 30 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 0.46
T.41S. R.15W. 31 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 665.43
T.41S. R.15W. 32 6211-NP DE-MAR LTD. 39.83
T.41S. R.15W. 32 6212-C SHAMROCK FINANCIAL SERVICES CO 12.47
T.41S. R.15W. 32 6212-C SHAMROCK FINANCIAL SERVICES CO. 25.61
T.41S. R.15W. 32 6212-D BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 0.99
T.41S. R.15W. 32 6212-NP DE-MAR LTD. 6.37
T.41S. R.15W. 32 6212-NP DE-MAR LTD. 79.80
T.41S. R.15W. 32 6212-NP DE-MAR LTD. 109.77
T.41S. R.15W. 32 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 16.17
T.41S. R.15W. 32 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 21.38
T.41S. R.15W. 32 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 318.74
T.41S. R.15W. 32 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 2.54
T.41S. R.15W. 32 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 2.13
T.41S. R.15W. 32 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 2.33
T.41S. R.15W. 33 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 636.96
T.41S. R.15W. 34 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 153.68
T.41S. R.15W. 34 STATE STATE OF UTAH 483.15
T.41S. R.15W. 35 STATE STATE OF UTAH 646.00
T.41S. R.15W. 36 STATE STATE OF UTAH 643.61
T.41S. R.16W. 10 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 33.69
T.41S. R.16W. 11 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 462.71
T.41S. R.16W. 12 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 658.49
T.41S. R.16W. 13 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 703.68
T.41S. R.16W. 14 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 364.78
T.41S. R.16W. 14 SNOW SNOW CANYON STATE PARK 52.55
T.41S. R.16W. 15 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 77.71
T.41S. R.16W. 24 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 477.32
T.41S. R.16W. 25 7266-A DEMAR LTD. 2.23
T.41S. R.16W. 25 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 473.21
T.41S. R.16W. 35 7284 JEL DEVELOPMENT LTD. 6.04
T.41S. R.16W. 36 STATE STATE OF UTAH 629.66
T.42S. R.14W. 05 STATE STATE OF UTAH 82.33
T.42S. R.14W. 06 STATE STATE OF UTAH 380.01
T.42S. R.14W. 06 W-4-2-6-321 SULLIVAN FAMILY PRTNRSHP 5.54
T.42S. R.15W. 01 STATE STATE OF UTAH 606.62
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Table 3.4. (Continued)

Township Range  Section Parcel # Owner Acres
T.42S. R.15W. 01 W-5-2-1-121  LOLA SULLIVAN, TR 38.27
T.42S. R.15W. 02 STATE STATE OF UTAH 535.20
T.42S. R.15W. 03 6213-TR STATE OF UTAH 321.80
T.42S. R.15W. 04 STATE STATE OF UTAH 611.55
T.42S. R.15W. 05 6001-NP UTAH STATE 168.11
T.42S. R.15W. 05 6100-NP ST. GEORGE CITY 84.06
T.42S. R.15W. 05 6213-TR STATE OF UTAH 84.65
T.42S. R.15W. 05 6213-TR STATE OF UTAH 336.11
T.42S. R.15W. 06 6200-NP UTAH STATE 181.62
T.42S. R.15W. 06 6200-NP UTAH STATE 29.42
T.42S. R.15W. 06 6250-NP ST. GEORGE CITY 32.54
T.42S. R.15W. 06 6250-NP ST. GEORGE CITY 28.58
T.42S. R.15W. 06 6251 ST. GEORGE CITY 41.67
T.42S. R.15W. 06 6252 ST. GEORGE CITY 15.04
T.42S. R.15W. 06 6252 ST. GEORGE CITY 4.49
T.42S. R.15W. 06 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 366.27
T.42S. R.15W. 06 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 1.49
T.42S. R.15W. 06 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 3.96
T.42S. R.15W. 06 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 4,70
T.42S. R.15W. 07 6400-NP UTAH STATE 328.99
T.42S. R.15W. 07 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 343.31
T.42S. R.15W. 08 6600-NP-1 TERRATITLE CO. TR 49.38
T.42S. R.15W. 08 6600-NP-1 TERRA TITLE CO. TR 580.15
T.42S. R.15W. 08 6600-NP-2 ST. GEORGE CITY 1.02
T.42S. R.15W. 08 6600-NP-2 ST. GEORGE CITY 1.40
T.42S. R.15W. 08 6600-NP-3 PACIFIC CORP. 2.07
T.42S. R.15W. 08 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 0.57
T.42S. R.15W. 08 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 6.41
T.42S. R.15W. 08 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 2.14
T.42S. R.15W. 09 6810-D TERRATITLE CO. TR 565.98
T.42S. R.15W. 11 6213-TR STATE OF UTAH 0.08
T.42S. R.15W. 11 6213-TR STATE OF UTAH 1.45
T.42S. R.15W. 12 STATE STATE OF UTAH 126.07
T.42S. R.15W. 16 6225-A ST. GEORGE CITY 0.38
T.42S. R.15W. 16 6225-TR TERRA TITLE CO. TRUSTEE 388.93
T.42S. R.15W. 17 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 1.79
T.42S. R.15W. 17 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 2.41
T.42S. R.15W. 17 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 6.57
T.42S. R.15W. 17 SG-5-2-17-2000 CITY OF ST. GEORGE 6.10
T.42S. R.15W. 17 SG-5-2-17-2000 CITY OF ST. GEORGE 113.69
T.42S. R.15W. 17 SG-5-2-17-2001 TERRA TITLE CO. TRUSTEE 211.81
T.42S. R.15W. 17 SG-5-2-17-2001 TERRA TITLE CO. TRUSTEE 6.91
T.42S. R.15W. 17 SG-5-2-17-2002 UAMPS 5.48
T.42S. R.15W. 17 SG-5-2-17-230 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 30.47
T.42S. R.15W. 17 SG-5-2-17-230 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 50.04
T.42S. R.15W. 17 SG-5-2-17-300 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 133.10
T.42S. R.15W. 17 STATE STATE OF UTAH 81.68
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Table 3.4. (Continued)

Township Range  Section Parcel # Owner Acres
T.42S. R.15W. 18 6226-NP ST. GEORGE CITY 90.87
T.42S. R.15W. 18 6229-NP ST. GEORGE CITY 171.79
T.42S. R.15W. 18 6230-NP STATE OF UTAH 413.13
T.42S. R.15W. 19 6226-NP ST. GEORGE CITY 41.07
T.42S. R.15W. 19 6229-NP ST. GEORGE CITY 248.82
T.42S. R.15W. 19 MUNICIPAL MUNICIPAL 1.85
T.42S. R.15W. 19 MUNICIPAL MUNICIPAL 22.67
T.42S. R.15W. 19 MUNICIPAL MUNICIPAL 5.67
T.42S. R.15W. 19 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 2.94
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1344 CITY OF ST. GEORGE 2.19
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1660-A ST. GEORGE CITY 3.30
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1734-A-1-B-1 CITY OF ST. GEORGE 2.56
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1743-A TANA & WARREN COX 4.23
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1743-A TANA & WARREN COX 22.29
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1743-B DALE & FERN GIBSON 3.97
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1744-A CITY OF ST. GEORGE 0.16
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1744-B JOHN LAMB 0.17
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1744-C CITY OF ST. GEORGE 0.16
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-1763 CITY OF ST. GEORGE 1.48
T.42S. R.15W. 19 SG-5-2-19-21 ST. GEORGE CITY 83.96
T.42S. R.15W. 20 6229-NP ST. GEORGE CITY 82.66
T.42S. R.15W. 20 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 40.59
T.42S. R.16W. 01 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 607.26
T.42S. R.16W. 02 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 4.79
T.42S. R.16W. 02 SG-6-2-2-110 STATE OF UTAH 121.47
T.42S. R.16W. 11 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 2.75
T.42S. R.16W. 11 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 412
T.42S. R.16W. 11 SG-6-2-11-110 AMSCO WINDOWS 22.22
T.42S. R.16W. 11 STATE STATE OF UTAH 1.08
T.42S. R.16W. 12 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 559.92
T.42S. R.16W. 12 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 7.10
T.42S. R.16W. 12 STATE STATE OF UTAH 63.43
T.42S. R.16W. 12 STATE STATE OF UTAH 0.10
T.42S. R.16W. 13 MUNICIPAL MUNICIPAL 15.35
T.42S. R.16W. 13 ROW HIGHWAY/ROAD ROW 9.12
T.42S. R.16W. 13 SG-6-2-13-1100CITY OF ST. GEORGE 162.69
T.42S. R.16W. 13 SG-6-2-13-1100CITY OF ST. GEORGE 81.79
T.42S. R.16W. 13 SG-6-2-13-3100 CITY OF ST. GEORGE 28.03
T.42S. R.16W. 13 SG-6-2-13-3100CITY OF ST. GEORGE 111.72
T.42S. R.16W. 13 STATE STATE OF UTAH 3.84
T.42S. R.16W. 13 STATE STATE OF UTAH 17.06
T.42S. R.16W. 24 SG-1752-A SANDSTONE TERRACE 7.91
T.42S. R.16W. 24 SG-6-2-13-3100 CITY OF ST. GEORGE 48.07
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. Water development should be allowed consistent with the HCP protocol.?

. Firefighting should be allowed.

. Research which will not negatively influence the desert tortoise should be allowed.

. Non-consumptive recreation (e.g., hiking, birdwatching) should be allowed.

. Maintenance of existing utilities including roads should be allowed.

. Desert tortoise translocation should not be permitted except as authorized under approved

translocation projects.

. The eventual reconstruction of Skyline Drive should follow the existing alignment as near
as possible except where engineering and/or safety considerations require deviations.
Biological review under this HCP will be necessary when deviating from the current
alignment. From Skyline Drive, no general public access will be permitted into the
reserve, except on designated trails. However, access to Skyline Drive will be available
for private landowners until their property is acquired.

3.3.4 Zone 4: Babylon
3.3.4.1 Description

Zone 4 covers the area known as Babylon, bounded on the west by Interstate 15 and Quail Creek
Reservoir, on the south by the Virgin River, and on the north and east by approximate limits of
desert tortoise habitat. Table 3.5 presents land ownership information, and Figure 3.5 presents
boundaries and general land ownership. This area includes 5,191 acres of BLM land and 6 acres of
private land.

3.3.4.2 Management

Management of Zone 4 would be similar to the other zones of the reserve. Zone 4 will be evaluated
as a possible translocation site. If it is determined that Zone 4 is a suitable translocation site then it
would be managed accordingly. The following management regulations are recommended for Zone
4:

% The HCP is aware that the City of St. George is considering permanently storing water behind City

Creek Dam and constructing a pipeline from the dam to deliver the water. Should this proposal be formally
submitted, it will be reviewed according to the protocols contained in this HCP as further explained in the Appendix.
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. Hiking, equestrian use, and camping should be allowed.
. Grazing, hunting and mining should be allowed.
. Landowner activities associated with the private residence in the vicinity of "Babylon"

should be permitted. However, ground disturbance in the reserve will require clearance prior
to occurrence.

. Utility and road corridor maintenance should be allowed.

. New utility easements should be allowed and follow the HCP protocol.

. Vehicles should be restricted to designated roads.

. Firefighting should be allowed.

. Research including non-intrusive monitoring of desert tortoise population dynamics, should
be allowed.

. Non-consumptive recreation (e.g., hiking, birdwatching, photography, casual horseback

riding) should be allowed.

. Desert tortoise translocation would not be permitted except as authorized under approved
translocation projects.

Table 3.5. Parcel Information for Zone 4 of the Proposed Reserve.

Township Range  Section Parcel # Owner Acres
T.41S. R.13W. 17 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 569.29
T.41S. R.13W. 18 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 660.46
T.41S. R.13W. 19 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 601.99
T.41S. R.13W. 20 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 636.62
T.41S. R.13W. 21 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 610.28
T.41S. R.13W. 22 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 173.18
T.41S. R.13W. 27 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 24.99
T.41S. R.13W. 28 3305-B AR SPILSBURY F.E. 3.26
T.41S. R.13W. 28 3305-B AR SPILSBURY F.E. 2.80
T.41S. R.13W. 28 3305-TR UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 39.36
T.41S. R.13W. 28 3305-TR UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 16.66
T.41S. R.13W. 29 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 257.74
T.41S. R.13W. 30 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 260.33
T.41S. R.14W. 13 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 38.49
T.41S. R.14W. 13 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 220.48
T.41S. R.14W. 24 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 639.62
T.41S. R.14W. 25 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 440.75
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Figure 3.5. Zone 4. Babylon

REPLACE WITH FIGURE
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3.3.5 Zone5: Hurricane
3.3.5.1 Description

Zone 5 covers the area bounded on the north by the Virgin River and on the south by the City of
Hurricane, including the two cinder knolls. Table 3.6 presents land ownership information for Zone
5, and Figure 3.6 presents boundaries and general land ownership. This area is approximately 766
acres in size, of which 130 are managed by the BLM.

The reserve boundary in the vicinity of the Hurricane Cinder Knolls has been arrived at through a
cooperative agreement with the landowner. The boundary in this area closely corresponds to the
creosote bush community, which in turn is usually representative of moderate to dense desert
tortoise populations. In some instances, because of landowner constraints, this habitat could not be
included within the boundary. However, in such situations, the landowner has agreed to a "Kayenta"
style of house development that leaves approximately 75 percent of the impacted habitat in an
unaltered state. Additionally, fencing will be done to help deter pets. Exactly where this will be
done will be finalized upon completion of the landowner's development plans. This kind of
pragmatic development is thought to be highly conducive to maintaining desert tortoise populations.
Additionally, it leaves desirable habitat between the two Cinder Knolls to facilitate gene flow.

Hurricane City has expressed the need to turn Route 600 north, at the southern boundary of the
Reserve, into a major road through the city. This expansion is of significant concern as it could
include the development of homes and commercial areas in an area previously identified as part of
the Reserve. The County has discussed the matter with Hurricane and is currently exploring
alternatives that would keep the Reserve at its present size and not biologically impair tortoises or
other species in this area. Any proposals for this expansion would be put to the HCAC, County
commissioners, and the USFWS through established amendment protocols.

3.3.5.2 Management

Zone 5 will be managed as a desert tortoise reserve by the BLM. The following management
regulations are recommended for Zone 5:

. Hiking and equestrian use should be restricted to designated trails.

. Utility and road corridor maintenance should be allowed and follow the HCP protocol.
. New utility easements should be allowed and follow the HCP protocol.

. Vehicles should be restricted to designated roads.

. Firefighting should be allowed.
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Figure 3.6. Zone 5: Hurricane

REPLACE WITH FIGURE
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Research, including non-intrusive monitoring of desert tortoise population dynamics should

be allowed.

Non-consumptive recreation should be allowed.

Desert tortoise translocation would not be permitted except as authorized under approved

translocation projects.

No grazing will be allowed in desert tortoise habitat.

Table 3.6. Parcel Information for Zone 5 of the Proposed Reserve.

Township Range  Section  Parcel # Owner Acres
T.41S. R.13W. 21 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 16.67
T.41S. R.13W. 27 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 52.92
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-1200  GRANT & MARGARET BEATTY 68.00
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-1400 KENNETH ANDERSON 10.79
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-1402 KENNETH ANDERSON 19.35
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-2201  CITY OF HURRICANE 22.24
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-2203  MOUNTAIN FUEL SUPPLY COMPANY 0.05
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-2401  CITY OF HURRICANE 79.88
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-310-SA MTN. STATES TELEGRAPH & TELEPHONE  0.22
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-3201  CALVIN & MONA LOWE TRUSTEES 79.31
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-3401 CALVIN & MONA LOWE TRUSTEES 39.13
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-4201  CALVIN & MONA LOWE TRUSTEES 37.24
T.41S. R.13W. 27 H-3-1-27-4201  CALVIN & MONA LOWE TRUSTEES 98.25
T.41S. R.13W. 28 3305-TR UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 22.09
T.41S. R.13W. 28 BLM BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 39.17
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-1201 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 6.66
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-1301 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 151
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-1401 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 7.93
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-2101 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 20.27
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-2201 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 40.06
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-2301 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 39.61
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-3101 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 22.22
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-3201 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 25.27
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-4101 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 18.63
T.41S. R.13W. 28 H-3-1-28-4201 AR SPILSBURY F.E. 0.06
3.4 WATER DEVELOPMENT, FLOOD CONTROL, AND OTHER UTILITY
CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE .4 WATER

DEVELOPMENT, FLOOD CONTROL, AND OTHERUTILITY CORRIDOR
DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE

Of critical importance to the residents of Washington County is the ability to maintain existing
utility corridors and facilities within the proposed reserve as well as having the option to construct
new utility corridors and flood control projects consistent with reserve management guidelines. This
section outlines some of the anticipated future projects as well as protocols for their implementation
(see also Appendix A). Figure 3.7 represents a sampling of current and future utility corridors
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within and adjacent to the proposed reserve. All existing utility corridors are approved and
recognized as existing uses, whether or not they are shown on Figure 3.7.

34.1 Water Development

The importance of water development to the residents and local governments in Washington County
cannot be overemphasized. Much of the water development potential exists in the aquifers beneath
desert tortoise habitat on State School Trust lands. There is serious concern that the ability of the
cities to pursue water development may be seriously curtailed should this HCP be implemented. Of
particular concern is how the Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit is treated once State School Trust lands are
exchanged to the BLM. To alleviate this concern, the Steering Committee has developed a protocol
for water development in non-take areas and within the HCP reserve. This protocol (contained in
Appendix A) is designed to comply with the Act for water development and maintenance of water
facilities on BLM and non-Federal lands, and was developed primarily to avoid take of desert
tortoise. This protocol will apply to future Section 7 consultations for utility projects in the Upper
Virgin River Recovery Unit.

3.4.2 Flood Control

This HCP recognizes the need for flood control and other water retention structures in the reserve.
Where these structures require other Federal permi